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JAN 2 7 2006 

Allan Atherton 

PO Box1290 none, Skyland, NC 28776-1290 

November 1, 2005 5:51 PM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
US. Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radicol and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member. keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  dote information on their wetisite, including links t o  FCC information, While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flot fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your . .  constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

I b.. 

. .  ., Allan Atherton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



JAN 2 7 2006 

Alan Numbers 
1809 W. Channel Beach Ave , Johnsburg, IL 60050-2160 

November 2, 2005 9:35 AM 

Representative Melissa Bean 
U. S. House of Representatives 
512 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bean: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that fedei-al law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank'you for your continued work and I look forward tahearing about your position on this matter. 
- .  . .  . ,  , * :  , 

Sincerely, 

!. Alan Numbers ..!. 
. ' , .  * 

cc: 
The Eederal Communications Commission 

,* *- 



JAN 2 7 2006 

Michael Martell I FCC - MAILROOM] 
74 Lillibridge Road , Plainfield, CT 06374-1908 

November 1,2005 5:55 PM 

Senator Joe Lieberman 
U.S. Senate 
706 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lieberman: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized far  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffardable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am awore 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, ar "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans ta  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Martell .. . . : .  

, .. 
. .. , 

, . I <  : I' ' 
cc: 

. .. 
The Federal Cammunicctions Commissioh;' ' 

" 
.. . . 

... 



JAN 2 7 ZOO6 

FCC - MAILROOM 

November 1,2005 12% PM 

Senator Jon Kyl 
US.  Senate 
730 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kyl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Mayer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



JAN 2 7 

Earl Carter 

1103 Seven Lakes North , West End, NC 27376 

November 1,2005 5:21 PM 

Representative Howard Coble 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2468 Rayburn House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Coble: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more poy more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system t o  a f la t  fee, thot means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distonce, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their iimiTed resources wiselyshould not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radicat and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass olong" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  'those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work ond I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eorl Corter 

' .  

, ,  

. .  
, ,  , . ,, 

cc: 
~. . .  The Federal Communications Commissiott : ' '. , , .  
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Walter Crumblev 

503 South Nesriana AVe. , I ampa, r~ 336U6-LU41 
- 

JAN 2 7 2006 

November 1,2005 5:54 PM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constttuents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information an their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, : 1 

Walter Crumbley . .  

cc: 
The Federal Communicatitihs Commission r i  : 

I 

. . .  , 



I JAN 2 7 2006 

I FCC-MAILROOM I 
Paul Foley 
727 Lawrence S t  , Watertown, NY 13601 

November 1,2005 5:07 PM 

Senotor Hillary Clinton 
U.5. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Woshington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to o f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the snme.omount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited raources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radicol and unnecessory. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed obout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I om aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass olong" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

cc. 
The Federal Communications Commission 



John Heintzel 

727 Potomac Avenue , Erie, PA 16505-3426 

November 1,2005 157  PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF') collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the fundmg burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality 1s 

that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my c o m m ~ t y .  I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behali, lettlng thcm know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

John Heintzel 
, .  / _ ,  , 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



BEWED & INSPECTED 

JAN 2 7 2006 

November 1,2005 1 5 5  PM 

4 Vernon e. whiddon, 'r. 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
U S .  Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF') collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, lettmg them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Many of your constituents, including me 

Sincerely, 

Vernon c. whiddon, jr. 

cc: 
The Federal Communications CommLssion 



1184 Third Street, Fayette City, PA 15438-1020 

November 1.2005 5:15 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US.  Senate 
711 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universol Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing SO. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  oddition, it would hove o highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federol law does not require companies to'recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes i o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community., I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
djs.proportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank youfoh your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 
, . . .  

.,. 
Sincerely, 

. ,  , , .  . .  . ,  I 

f _(: ,,.''! % '  1: i .  
James Premoshis 

. .. :. , , cc: . .  

The Federal Communications Commission , . . ,  

, <  



Economy Inn 3304 Bardston Rd. , Louisville, KY 40218 

November 1,2005 1255 PM 

Senator Mitch McConnell 
US. Senate 
361-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Comumications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a moutbly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely shimld not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information ontheir website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Donny Seals 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commi$sion 



November 1,2005 12:55 PM 

Representative Randy Neugebauer 
US.  House of Representatives 
429 Cannon House Ofice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Neugehauer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Marvin L. Callahan 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Roseann DeLuca 

6 Hamilton Avenue, Auburn, NY 13021 

November I ,  2005 1:14 PM 

Representative Sherwood Boehlert 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2246 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Boehlert: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roseann DeLuca 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, '  



November 1,2005 1251 PM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Law 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



1 .  

FC(3 ~ MAtiT?90:,S 1 Marlene Joss L- 
2693 N Lakeview, Hale, Michigan 48739 

January 02,2006 0599  PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me - c o m e r s  that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear horn me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the Same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
prirnatily residential customers would bear the same universal service fimd burden as high- 
volume residential or business customen. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 
7 J \ A  L 

Marlene Joss / 
1 1  

cc: 

senator Carl Levin 
Representative Bart Stupak 
Senator Debbie Stabenow 



I RECEIVED MNSPECTED I 
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Cheyanne Abston FcC - MAILROOM 
1601 32nd Street Apt. 428 , Wichita Falls, TX 76309 
Cheyanne Abston 

1601 32nd Street Apt. 428 , Wichita Falls, TX 76309 

November 2, 2005 9:38 Ah4 

Senator John Cornyn 
U.4. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for aoiag so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and i lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cheyanne Abston 

The Federal Communications Commission 
cc: 



I I "  James Russell I FCP 4 
13907 Rockhaven Drive, Chester, VA 23836 ! 

November 1,2005 5:53 PM 

Representative Randy Forbes 
US.  House of  Representatives 
307 Cannon House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Forbes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
Universol Service Fund (USF) collection method to  o monthly f lo t  fee. Mony of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  o f lo t  fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing sa. 

A f la t  fee tax could come mony low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  dote information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies ta  recover, or  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I om charged foirly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And occording to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCCofficials, the 
FCC has plons to  change to  a f lo t  fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lo t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency, 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Jomes Russell 

cc: 
The Federa! Communications Commission 



Hannelore Jones 

30553 N. Stampede Rd. , Athol, ID 83801 

November 1,2005 1255 PM 

Senator Larry Craig 
US .  Senate 
520 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Craig: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Hannelore Jones 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



RECENED &qNSPECTw 

JAN 2 7 2006 

George Cashman FCC - MAILROOM - 
November 1,2005 1:48 PM 

Representative Adam Smith 
U.S. House of Representatives 
227 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills; Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary, In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yoil pass along my conccrns to the PCC an my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

George Cashman 
. .  

, ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission , , 

, . . ,  . , 
. .  



marguerite dark 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

- RECEIVED &JNSPECTED 

JAN 2 7 2006 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Dear Senator Scbumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

marguerite Clark 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. .  



Robert Wickham 

507 Henry Street, Toronto, OH 43964-1325 

November 1,2005 12:59 PM 

Representative Ted Strickland 
U.S. House of Representatives 
336 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Strickland 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date mformation on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Wickham 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Lourdes Cockerham 
73 Midland Drive Newark Oaks, Newark, DE 19713 

November 1,2005 1 2 5 8  PM 

Senator Thomas Carper 
U.S. Senate 
513 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Carper: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lourdes Cockerham 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I RECEIVED & INSPECTED 1 

FCC - MAILROOM candice shupe 

16926 Lake Park Way , Yorba Linda, CA 92886 

November 1,2005 12:40 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constihlents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

candice shupe 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Daniel Pavlovich 

3087 N. dixie Hwy , Monroe, MI 48162-5222 

November 1,2005 1:OO PM 

Representative John Dingell 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2328 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Dingell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Pavlovich 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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S. NELSON 

7060 VALLEY CREEK PLAZA iY 115, WOODBLJRY, MN 55125 
I FCC - MAILR 

November 1 ,  ZOOS 1Z:SO PM 

Representative Mark Kennedy 
US.  House of Representatives 
14 15 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. if the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer i would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank YOU for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

S .  NELSON 

Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

cc: 
The Federal Communication5 Commission 


